The study of mindfulness proceeds from a number of perspectives. Two of the best-known 28 academic conceptualizations of mindfulness are those identified with Kabat-Zinn and 29 Langer. These conceptions, meditative and socio-cognitive, have been built from different 30 foundations and have been argued to be quite distinct. However, Hart, Ivtzan and Hart 1 31 suggested that self-regulation of attention is a mediator between the two. To put this 32 hypothesis to a test, a convenience sample of participants (n = 208) were asked to complete 33 the Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire (FFMQ), Langer Mindfulness Scale (LMS), and the 34 Self-Regulation Scale (SRS), a measure of the self-regulation of attention. These three 35 dispositional measures were shown to be correlated. Self-regulation passes a statistical test 36 for partial mediation of the relationship between the two measures of mindfulness. This 37 suggests that reliance on the capacity to regulate attention in pursuit of a goal is shared by 38 these two approaches to mindfulness. However, there is no clear conceptual basis for 39 mediation in either particular direction. Further, the correlation between the LMS and 40 FFMQ is highest for those with the highest SRS scores; we discuss the implications for 41 conceptual distinctions within mindfulness.
139 override one response, thereby making a different response possible". Since it is effortful, 140 self-control seems to have a limited capacity in the short term. But it may also improve 141 through training, and become more automatic 27 . The Self-Regulation Scale (SRS 28 ) was 142 created to capture the capacity to regulate attention and emotions in the service of goal 143 directed actions. The questions (e.g. "I can concentrate on one activity for a long time, if 144 necessary") specifically address self-perceived capacity to direct attention as needed. Again, 145 the definitions of mindfulness describe actions of attention, giving the self-regulation of 146 attention a potential role.
147 Present Study 148 The socio-cognitive model championed by Langer places its focus on the creative 149 application of mindfulness as opposed to automaticity to promote novelty and engagement. 
165
In principle, there are many reasons why the correlations between the LMS and 166 FFMQ might be positive in some cases and absent in others. They do measure different 167 constructs. However, there are also some measurement considerations. A limited range of 168 scores will tend to attenuate correlations, as will measurement error. Accordingly, samples 169 in which mindfulness is generally low may have weaker correlations than samples which 170 cover more of the possible range. We will take up this point in the discussion. Both scales 171 have acceptable internal consistency, but neither was intended to produce a 172 unidimensional score. However, from a conceptual point of view, there are two reasons to 173 expect some correlation. The first is that Hart et al. 1 have correctly identified attention as a 174 common foundation. The second is that mindfulness, meditative or socio-cognitive, has 175 cognitive consequences.
176
In the present study, the main hypothesis is that self-regulation of attention 177 mediates the relationship between meditative (as measured by the FFMQ) and socio-178 cognitive (measured by the LMS) mindfulness. In other words, that the capacity for self- 204 This was done to maximize recruitment and allow the recruitment of a variety of 205 participants in terms of age, meditation experience, etc. The first method was in class 206 student recruitment, where undergraduates were offered the chance to participate in this 207 research in exchange for bonus marks in academic courses. The second involved the 208 snowball technique which functions like chain referral. Participants were asked to pass a 209 survey along to family and friends who might be interested in mindfulness. The third 210 method involved sending the invitation to various mindfulness centers where several 211 managers were contacted and requesting that they share the survey to interested clients 212 and parties. Those who completed the survey were also given an option to be entered into a 213 draw for a $50 Amazon gift card by sharing the survey link over social media in exchange 214 for points which would determine a winner based on the greatest number of shares.
215
In total, 261 participants were recruited and started the survey; 208 of these 216 participants answered all questions and were included in the analysis. Amongst the 217 participants, 176 identified themselves as females (33 males). The mean age was 23.84 (SD 218 = 10.20). One hundred fifty-four people reported no meditation experience with 55 people 219 reporting previous meditation experience of some kind (yoga, sitting meditation, etc.).
220 Please see the demographic characteristics in Table 1 for more information.
221 Table 4 ).
282 There is a significant and growing literature about the conceptual and empirical 287 relationships between the approaches to mindfulness we have labeled meditative and 288 socio-cognitive. These approaches have major differences in their conceptual foundations, 289 and there are good reasons to suppose that these differences would be reflected in their 290 measures. However, there are also several points of connection between meditative and 291 socio-cognitive mindfulness. Meditative mindfulness is intended to capture a disposition for 292 holding the mind in states consistent with meditation -concentrated, with awareness 293 enhanced and judgment suspended. Socio-cognitive mindfulness is also defined as a 294 disposition -remaining engaged with a flexibility and depth that supports high level 295 cognition and creativity.
296
Hart et al. 1 analyzed these two conceptions and created an argument that the two 297 conceptions should be linked by the capacity to control attention. In fact, many of the 298 conceptual reviews of mindfulness give a leading role to attention, with the dispositional 299 marker for attentional capacity being self-regulation 10 . We assert that self-regulation of 300 attention is an appropriate potential mediator to test. Hart et al. (2013) make the additional 301 prediction that greatest overlap between the tests should rest on the observing and acting 302 with awareness FFMQ subscales and the engagement LMS subscale.
303
In the present study, the FFMQ, a measure developed within the meditative 304 approach to mindfulness, and the LMS, a measure developed by the leading exponent of the 305 socio-cognitive approach, were correlated. Our data provide some support to the Hart et al. 1
306 predictions, but also opens additional questions. We find that the correlation between the 307 FFMQ and LMS is partially mediated by scores on the SRS. These results support the claim 308 that self-regulation of attention can be identified as a central aspect of both approaches.
309 However, there are a few complications in interpreting this finding. One of the first is that 310 the Sobel-Goodman test presumes a direction of causality. There is no reason to suppose a 311 particular direction of influence between these two measures; however, the size of the 312 mediation effect does depend on direction (due to the asymmetric correlations with the 313 SRS). In either case, there is a sizeable direction correlation between these measures even 314 once the indirect pathway involving attention has been considered. Testing the regression 315 interaction term, as per moderation analysis, leads to the same conclusion. This suggests 316 that the position of Hart et al. 1 that self-regulation of attention is a central aspect of both is 317 supported, but that this is not a complete description.
318
A measurement approach to this finding would have to acknowledge that none of the 319 measures involved are ideal. To the extent that the FFMQ and LMS tap into aspects of 320 attention not measured by the SRS, the size of the mediation effect found should not be 321 taken to reflect negatively on the Hart prediction. The FFMQ is made up of five subscales 322 and the LMS has four. As presented in Table ( 3), most of the possible correlations are 323 significant, with the exception of those involving non-judgment. In fact, these correlations 324 include the observing subscale -which has been the most criticized in terms of its role 325 within the FFMQ 32 and the flexibility subscale from the LMS, which has been dropped from 326 the revised version 26 due to weak loadings on the factor structure of the remaining items. It 327 is worth nothing that our results remain consistent if the FFMQ is rescored without the 328 observing score and compared with the revised LMS14. It is also worth considering that the 329 correlations between each of the measures are attenuated by their reliability coefficients -330 and the underlying relationship could then be stronger than what is observed.
331
From a conceptual point of view, the other possibility is that the FFMQ and LMS have 332 more in common than has been generally supposed. There are two arguments to consider.
333 First is that the two scales were designed as broad survey instruments. Each tap into a wide 334 variety of experiences and self-judgments. Personality traits, their common associations 335 with physical and psychological wellbeing, and other correlates may provide additional 336 mediating variables. The other possibility is that, quite simply, mindfulness of the 337 meditative sort (as with the socio-cognitive sort) has broad implications for the way we 338 engage with the world. This last is certainly consistent with the broad holistic roots of both 339 conceptions. 
359
These results also bring into focus the question of population. Previous research had 360 been inconsistent about the strength of any correlation between the FMQ and LMS. Our 361 findings suggest that this relationship is generally weak, but can be strong for those who 362 are high on self-regulation of attention. Researchers can expect to see different correlations 363 depending on the population from which they take their samples.
364
People who regulate their attention and are sensitive to the actions of their attention 365 may interpret the questions on the FMQ and LMS differently from those who do not.
366 Alternately, there may be a point at which mindfulness is stable enough to have 
Limitations

374
However valid a test, it should not be expected to perform equally well in every 375 population to which it is administered. Other researchers have reported lower correlations 376 between the FFMQ and LMS than was found in this study. Differences between our sample 377 and those involved in other studies may be able to explain this. The present study used 378 different strategies of recruitment, amongst university students as well as in the 379 community. We may have more diversity than is typical of the literature. However, although 380 the sample size in the present study is adequate for the estimates of correlations, the 381 questionnaires did not gather enough detail about meditation practice, or other potentially 382 relevant factors to be able to address possible differences. The questionnaires were
